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ONE SCHOOL'S EMERGENCE TOWARD
PARTICIPATORY DECISION MAKING
by

Terry W. Bloomquist
March, 1992

A look at the development of participatory decision making, in
one high school, was described in this study from a historical
perspective. Kent-Meridian High School, in the Kent School District,
was the studied school. Between the years 1979 and 1992 KentMeridian had three principals with very different and distinct styles.
During this time span the emergence of a shared decision model,
called "Empowerment", developed as a result of faculty expectation
and pressure. Conclusions, implications, and recommendations are
discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE

Background of the Study

Introduction
Gradually over the past ten years there has been an emergence
of a participatory style in administration of public school systems.
This emergence has not typically taken place because administrators
independently recognized a need for a broader base for decision
making, but because school staffs demanded a stronger say in the
creation and management of program.
One school's emergence toward participatory decision making
was looked at in this study. It involves a AAA high school, KentMeridian, and the comparison of three administrative styles over a
twelve year period and why Kent-Meridian High School has arrived at
a building based administrative style called "Empowerment."
There are several names for participatory decision making
including site-based management, building based management,
empowerment, participatory management, and site-council
management. Each has some distinctive qualities but all refer to some
form of cooperative decision making. Kent-Meridian High School has
adopted the "Empowerment" model. Kent-Meridian High School has
transcended from a style of absolute control by the principal to a style
of full participation called "Empowerment." This study is historically
based from 1979 to 1992.

1

2

Statement of the Problem
From 1955 until 1979 Kent-Meridian had the same principal,
Dr. J. Arthur Stewart (Doc). Doc was dynamic and articulate and
operated from a basic autocratic style. Doc had shown very strong
support for his favorite areas and had witnessed outstanding results
from those particular areas. When he retired in 1979 a new principal,
Bill Stewart, was selected by the Kent School District's central
administration. His directive was to establish consistency and equity
at Kent-Meridian. After seven years Bill Stewart was appointed as an
Assistant Superintendent for the Kent School District and the search
for a new principal was begun. This time the Kent-Meridian staff
insisted on being more involved in the selection process so that they
could better insure a more open, accessible administrator. The staff
selected a committee from the building that worked in conjunction
with the Central District Administration to screen and interview
candidates. The selection was Katherine Nelson who is extremely
intelligent and professed an "open door" policy. Bill Stewart was her
immediate supervisor and a projection of equity and consistency
prevailed. Because of a strong Central Administration expectation to
keep informed and involved in building personnel matters and the
critical style of Katherine Nelson, the "open door" policy dwindled
after her first year. The door remained open but the staff was
apprehensive about entering. Typically, if a staff member was asked to
her office it was for the purpose of a corrective criticism which
resulted in staff tension. Several staff members were actively
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promoting Ms. Nelson's removal. In 1989, after three years as
principal, Katherine Nelson was given a Central Administration
position in charge of student affairs and the search for a new principal
was on. This time the scope and design for the selection of a new
principal was created by the Kent-Meridian staff. The Kent School
District's requisites for Job application were followed but the
screening process, interview format, and final selection was handled
by the staff of Kent-Meridian. The staff directive and expectation was
to acquire a principal who believed in participatory decision making.
Larry Nicholson was selected. The purpose of this study is to look at
why and how participatory decision making emerged at Kent-Meridian
High School.

Siflnificance of the Problem
Cooperative decisions have long been recognized as a better way
to problem solve, not only because of a broader base for information
but because a decision that is cooperatively reached has an ownership
quality that promotes successful implementation of the reached
decision. Historically, however, school systems have had a more
autocratic administrative style. Once any individual or team has
exclusive control, it is difficult for that individual or team to give up
absolute power. Thus, power struggles have emerged that are often
counter-productive to the efficiency of the educational system. In a
world of education where cooperative decision making is now
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essential, it is important for administrators to not only accept the
participatory concept but to become better trained in techniques to
best implement cooperative decision making. Administrators who are
prepared to actively participate in collaborative decision making will
find that their power is greatly expanded. Decisions that have
ownership of the participants in the decision will be much easier to
enforce and result in a stronger position from which to administrate a
policy.

Statement of the Hypothesis
Pressure applied by the staff of Kent-Meridian High School over
a period of time directly resulted in the establishment of participatory
decision making at that school.

Limitation of the Study
The primary source for this historical study of Kent-Meridian
High School is from a singular perspective. Although a pattern of
expectation of result can be generalized from this study, it should be
remembered that this is the history of one high school and one staff.

CHAPTER 1WO
Review of Related Literature

Introduction
An observable movement in education took place in the 1980's
that reflected a trend toward Site-Based Management (SBM). It
assumed many names depending on how and where that particular
movement began, such as Shared Decision Making (SOM),
Empowerment, Participatory Decision Making (PDM), and School
Based Management/Shared Decision Making (SBM/SDM). There are
many names but the concept is consistent. That is, a broader base is
needed to make decisions that affect the individual schools. If a
school's staff has a strong say in the development of policies and
expectations it is required to follow, the school's chances for
successful implementation is greatly enhanced. The report of the
Carnegie Commission on Teaching as a Profession in 1986 encouraged
the development of participative decision making at the school level.
Sharon Conley (1989) reviewed statements by the Carnegie
Commission in an article in Education and Urban Society and quoted
them as advocating
. . .giving teachers a greater voice in the decision that affect the
school.
(Conley, 1989, p. 366)
And they recognized that many school staff members
... see the bureaucratic structure within which they work
becoming even more rigid, and the opportunities for exercising
professional judgement becoming even more limited. (Conley,
1989, p. 366)
5
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Several school districts across the United States and Canada have
worked to develop SBM models. For the most part, SBM has enjoyed
initial acceptance and success. As an educator of 25 years I have seen
many great plans that would revolutionize education but few have had a
real lasting impact. Maybe SBM is the structure that will ensure
lasting change.

Backflround
First it should be noted that a trend toward some form of Shared
Decision Making (SDM) has been happening for some time. Since the
late 1970's proposals have emerged for greater teacher involvement in
the decision making process of school management. Just casually
reviewing the educational reform literature over the past fifteen years
will lead a reader to the realization that site-based management is a
trend across the nation. Additional emphasis was put on this trend
when, in 1986, the Carnegie Task Force on Teaching as a Profession
called on local school districts to find ways of giving teachers a greater
voice in school decisions. Sharon C. Conley (1989) in her article in
Education and Urban Society quoted the Carnegie Task Force as saying
that they advocated
. . . giving teachers a greater voice in the decisions that affect the
school, after noting that many staff members see the
bureaucratic structure within which they work becoming even
more rigid, and the opportunities for exercising professional
judgement becoming even more limited. (Conley, 1989, p. 366)
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Sometimes site-based management proposals were formulated by
school boards and central administrations first and sometimes the
initial proposal came from the individual school. It appears to me that
the origin and direction of the proposals, top down or bottom up,
indicated a difference in the desired result. Schools boards and
central administrations see site-based management as an extension of
the bureaucratic structure that will allow a greater chance for the
implementation of policy if the individual schools perceive ownership
in the policy. When so many groups agree on a concept, the
probability is high that there is more than one interpretation of the
concept. As Sharon Conley (1990) expressed in an article in the Phi
Delta Kappan
The recent support for school-site management from
politicians, policy makers, administrators, and teachers suggests
that the members of these groups may not perceive school-site
management in exactly the same way. (Conley, 1990, p. 540)
Individual schools, in particular teachers, see site-based
management as a tool to promote classroom freedom for instruction.
The Instructor (1990) interviewed eight teachers from around the
country on their views of empowerment. Consistently, their greatest
expectation for empowerment was to allow them more individual
freedom in the classroom. A reasonable analogy of the varied views on
site-based management is that central administrations see SBM as a
model for improved control and teachers see SBM as a model for
freedom. Although this analogy seems to portray a direct conflict, a
good SBM model could satisfy both desires. The same basic
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operational structure for SBM seems to emerge from both directions
and the adopted language is quite compatible. As Conley (1990) puts
it

The issue is not simply how to achieve school-site
management but how to achieve collegial and collective
management at the school level. (Conley, 1990, p. 540)
The individual typically caught in the middle, and the one destined to
absorb the impact of the different base philosophies, is the building
principal. The principal is required to carry out the imposed
bureaucratic expectations and at the same time emerge as the
cooperative instructional leader dedicated to helping the individual
teacher realize his or her classroom goals. The success of any SBM
program that has reached general acceptance by all areas in a school
system will hinge on the individual abilities and beliefs of the building
principal. The principal must be the defuser of the inherent conflicts
that will emerge from the diverse base philosophies describing the
reason for SBM. If the principal has the abilities and insight to
coordinate the expectations of all parties, SBM has its greatest chance
for success. The appearance of SBM leads the casual onlooker to
deduct that the building principal's authority (power) is greatly
diminished. In fact, a closer review of the actual structure of SBM will
lead one to conclude that the principal's power was greatly enhanced.
The principal is now the hub of the SBM wheel and at the center of all
decisions made and policies adopted. But the real power is not from a
maintenance aspect but from the visionary aspect. Robert Cunard
(1990) stated in the NASSP Bulletin
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But the new principal cannot be satisfied with
maintenance of a system that must change in order to meet the
needs of the twenty-first century learner. The new principal
must be a visionary and must work toward making that vision a
reality. Visionary leadership is what is now called for by our
young people and by our society. Our challenge as educators is
to develop the new principalship so that our students will be
better prepared for the society in which they will live. (Cunard,
1990, p. 34)
It should be noted that if SBM is to be a useful realization, both a

school district's central administration and the individual building staff
must actively support the shared decision making concept. If SBM is
solely implemented by central administration, without teacher input,
the probable perceived impression by the teachers will be that of more
creative action by central administration to encourage compliance
with District Policy. Conley (1990) expresses this concept in an
article in the Phi Delta Kappan
However, school-site management will not guarantee that
the same bureaucratic strategies for managing teachers will not
emerge in this current wave of reform. For school-site
management to succeed, it must be developed with the specific
goal of creating a professional work environment for teachers.
Without this goal, school-site management may become just
another bureaucratic mode of control masquerading as real
reform. Indeed, school-site management alone does not
guarantee administrative decentralization. (Conley, 1990, p.
539-540)
If teachers solely develop a plan for SBM without central

administrative involvement, the central administration will feel their
authority challenged and threatened. Obviously, if there is to be a
change toward building control of monies and staffing, then the
central administration must be in support of the idea. The success for
total SBM is determined by two primary factors: The releasing of

10
control by central administration and the willingness of the majority of
a staff to become actively involved in the decision policy of its school.
What then should be the rationale for changing to a site-based
management model? How should it be implemented? What will
determine its effectiveness?

The Rationale for Chanfle
So why change? The answer lies in the perception of a positive
outcome for students. Imber, Neidt, and Reyes (1990) in an article in
the Journal of Research and Development wrote
For most advocates of participative decision making (PDM)
in schools, the ultimate goal is to improve student outcomes.
These advocates argue that PDM will raise achievement of
students indirectly by increasing teacher productivity,
effectiveness and job satisfaction. Although intuitively appealing,
these claims have yet to be substantiated empirically. (Imber,
Neidt, and Reyes, 1990, p. 216)
Eight teachers expressed their impressions of Empowerment in a
1990 article in Instructor. Although their interpretations varied they
all felt that Empowerment could allow them to do a better job with
kids in the classroom. One of the teachers, Larry Newman (1990)
wrote
Kids have a lot to do with the issue of teacher
empowerment. Isn't is really a vehicle to empower students?
After all, if we are professionals who focus our attention on
effective teaching, we are really empowering students to realize
their potential and develop their abilities. If teacher
empowerment gives teachers the confidence to concentrate on
the kids and not be so concerned about whether the
administrator wonders how much of the text was covered on a
certain day, then I am all for it. (Newman, 1990, p. 30)
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From a broader perspective the reasons for implementing site-based
management offer a solution to the problem of growing tension caused
by state-level regulations and the difficulty of implementation at the
local level. James W. Guthrie (1986), in the Phi Delta Kappan, wrote
School-based management strategies, appropriately
tailored to the circumstances of each state and local school
district, hold the potential for resolving the tensions that
currently exist between state-level policy makers and local
school personnel. School-based management stems from a
belief in the individual school as the fundamental decisionmaking unit within the educational system. (Guthrie, 1986, p.
306)
Just from a logical point of view, the most workable form of
management appears to be through a cooperative effort of principal,
faculty, students, and parents. Guthrie (1968) went on to write
The classroom teacher is not sufficiently independent to
be considered a management base. But a school faculty and its
principal constitute - or should constitute - a natural team.
Moreover, parents and students usually give their allegiance to a
school, rather than to a district or a state wide educational
system. Thus it seems only logical that the school should be the
primary decision-making unit in an educational system.
(Guthrie, 1986, p. 306)
Regardless of the origin, the Empowerment concept is a hot topic in
education. A change from the traditional management style is
eminent. Thus governments, districts, school personnel, and
communities should search for the structure that best fits their needs.
An additional rationale for site-based management involves

school finance. Increased accountability of principals and teachers for
student achievement should encourage individual schools to have a
strong control of their financial resources. Sanders and Thiemann
(1990) in an article in the NASSP Bulletin stated
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If principals and teachers are to be held accountable for
instructional outcomes, they must have control over their
financial resources. The Carnegie Forum (1986) describes
school-site budgeting "as essential so that school staff may be
given freedom to determine how available resources will be used
within constraints imposed by clearly stated goals and an
effective accountability system." Costing is an essential
component of site-based management which, in theory, is the
key to true empowerment. (Sanders and Thiemann, 1990, p.
95)

It is clear that the time for site-based management has arrived.

Summacy:
A clear and direct movement toward a participatory form of
management has arrived in our school systems. There are many
articles written about the development of site-based management and
the inevitable period of change in the way schools are run. The
bureaucracies of old are giving way to teachers participating in the
decisions that affect their school. Each management level may view
site-based management in a different way but all recognize its need.
As in all systems, the control of the finances is the final word in

success. The site managements must have control of their money and
how it is spent if the development of a participatory model is to
succeed.

CH.APTER THREE
Procedures of the Study

Hypothesis
The nature of controlled management techniques lead the KentMeridian High School faculty to insist on a change toward building
based, participatory style management.

Parameters
Kent-Meridian High School was studied for a period of twelve
years involving four building principals with distinctive styles. The
idiosyncrasies of each principal, plus the basic reactive nature of the
faculty, was described during this time period.

Method
A historical base from one teacher's viewpoint was utilized for
the writing of this study. The teacher, the author of this paper, has
taught at Kent-Meridian High School for the past nineteen years and
has been involved directly in a leadership role with each principal. he
worked as a department head, an athletic director, an activities
coordinator, as well as a classroom teacher during the time of this
study. This range of activities allowed an insight to administrative
procedure, rationale, and impact on staff of each of the administrators.

Variables
A review of the current literature leads the reader to conclude
13
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that there are several avenues possible in the establishment of
building-based management. The physical and political make up of
each school district and, in fact each school, dramatically impacts the
development of a participatory model for administration. Districts
across the country that have established a building-based model for
administration have done so with varying methods and results. Some
have initiated their ideas with the school board and gained valuable
central administrative support from the onset. Other districts have
had their central administrations dictate the participatory format to
the buildings with varied reactions. Others, like Kent-Meridian, have
initiated the concept from the building level and are working to bring
central administration and school boards into acceptance and support,
which is a must if this concept is to become a successful reality. The
literature strongly indicates that there is a need to bring school
districts and schools toward a participatory style of management but
the proper method for successful implementation is not clear.
The variables at Kent-Meridian were the four principals during
the studied time frame. The personality of the building staff remained
constant and ultimately became the guiding force toward the
evolvement of today's participatory management.

Summazy
This chapter shows that this study was of a historical nature
from one teacher's viewpoint. It covered a twelve year span and
involved four distinct administrative styles while the core of the faculty
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to Kent-Meridian High School. The nature of Kent-Meridian's
personality remained constant. Varied studies and reports indicate
that the current trend toward participatory management is not
uniqueevolvement, however, is unique to the typical development of
most reported programs. Most of the successful implementations of
building-based management first gained the support and direction of
central administration prior to creation of the building model. KentMeridian High School initiated its program at the building level first
and has since convinced the central administration and the school
board to support its effort.

CHAfYfER FOUR

Results of the Study

A historical base was used to study the evolvement of KentMeridian High School from a basic autocratic form of administration to
one of building based management. The acknowledged time frame for
this observation was from 1973, when I came to Kent-Meridian, until
the present. The bulk of this research was during the time of
administrative change starting in 1979.
Kent-Meridian High School is a AAA high school, the largest
classification, in the state of Washington. It is located in the greater
Seattle area and has been in a constant state of growth for forty years.
In 1960 the Kent School District had one high school, two junior
highs, and six elementary schools. Today they have three AAA high
schools and one in the planning, five junior highs and one being built,
and twenty-three elementary schools and more being built. The
growth component is important to consider in this study because the
philosophy and natural by-product of multiple high school districts is
that all schools should be treated the same. This seems reasonable, if
not necessary, from a management point of view, however, it it also
limiting. The creative desires of a particular staff are often squelched
by the sameness umbrella. Well intentioned central control can have a
retarding effect on individual building growth by failing to recognize
the differences between schools.
In describing this transformation from an autocratic
administrative style to one of participatory management, four
16
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principals were observed and their styles analyzed. Kent-Meridian's
principal from 1955 through 1979 was J. Arthur (Doc) Stewart. He
was the basic autocrat who solved problems individually using
information available at the time. He was a powerful orator who had
the respect of the faculty but who favored particular disciplines and
individuals. This inequity created faculty unrest and frustration. Doc
retired in 1979.
Bill Stewart, no relation, was hired as Kent-Meridian's principal
in 1979. He had a basic consultive style of management, that is, he
solicited input but made decisions individually that may or may not
reflect the influence of the staff. He established a faculty senate to
solicit input for his decisions but always reserved the right to make
the decision he felt best. He followed the established rule structures
very closely. Departments and individuals who had enjoyed
unconditional support from Doc found their budgets and unrestricted
activities curbed and in some cases canceled. This sudden change
resulted in unrest and anger by many and this new consistent
administration was continually challenged. Bill Stewart's strength of
character and his demonstration of equity won out, but several hard
line teachers from the old school of Doc never accepted his
administrative style. In 1986 Bill Stewart was selected as an assistant
superintendent for the Kent School District.
Kent-Meridian's new principal was to be Katherine Nelson. Her
selection was a result of a combined effort of central administration
and Kent-Meridian staff. The staff made it clear that they wanted to
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continue with an equitable approach by administration but that they
wanted an individual who was open and approachable. Katherine
Nelson was extremely intelligent, organized, and articulate. She
appeared to be who Kent-Meridian needed. She, like Bill Stewart, was
a consultive leader who sought input but reserved the right of final
decision. Her immediate supervisor was Bill Stewart. This
unfortunately resulted in a perception by the previously disenchanted
staff, that the final say in administrative matters at Kent-Meridian was
still his. This structure, combined with Katherine Nelson's critical
style, broke down the trust necessary for effective staff input. Faculty
unrest continued to grow, in particular after a small group of teachers
actively sought her removal. This group vigorously campaigned to
discredit Ms. Nelson's ability to lead and succeeded in convincing the
central administration that the damage was irreversible. She was
removed from the principalship and given a Job in central
administration in 1989. Her ability to organize and administer have
been continually demonstrated at her central level position and she
has been assigned more and more responsibility as a result of her
capable performance.
In 1989 Larry Nicholson was hired as Kent-Meridian's new
principal. The staffs involvement in this hire was a necessity.
Expectations were specific and investigations were complete. Mr.
Nicholson was a consensus choice by the staff committee from KentMeridian and his selection was shared with central administration. He
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is a group leader who immediately established an empowerment
model for shared decision making. The format for the creation of this
structure was presented by Mr. Nicholson to the entire staff. He
presented strategic planning guidelines that involved first identifying
how the school was perceived by the staff. Secondly he solicited a
mission statement to define why Kent-Meridian existed. The third
step was to develop specific goals to satisfy the mission. Fourth was
the empowerment model to give a shared decision process to
accomplish goals. The final strategy was a process for evaluation to
determine if the system worked and satisfied all of the expectations of
such a model. The staffs response to this opportunity for ownership
in the development and evaluation of a management style was readily
accepted. The rationale given for this collaborative decision making
model was first that better decisions would be made, secondly that
decisions would be more effectively implemented because of the
nature of ownership in decisions, and thirdly that a positive school
climate would result. The implementation of this plan involved
problem solving committees that were made up of a crossdepartmental mix of people. There were four initial committees. One
was the Department Heads who were responsible for building
atmosphere. Another was the Climate Committee that was responsible
for building atmosphere. Another was the Staff Development
Committee responsible for Professional Growth. The final one was the
Recognition or Public Relations Committee that was responsible for
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the celebration and promotion of excellence. A fifth committee called
the Technology Committee was formed to deal with the explosion in
technology and the resulting needs. These committees always had an
administrator on them so that when a consensus decision was made
implementation was almost always assured.
The Kent School District had recognized the national trend
toward building based management and offered support to pilot
programs at each level. Kent-Meridian applied to the District for
consideration as a pilot school with the request that the established
empowerment model would stay intact. Kent-Meridian was awarded
the grant to pilot the program at the high school level with the
stipulation that a site-council be established. The Site-Council is made
up of teachers, administrators, students, parents, and community
business people. It has the final say on major school items like budget
and curriculum changes. The Site-Council meets monthly and
discusses school structural items and changes. The empowerment
committees meet weekly, or as often as needed to address the daily
operation of the building plus suggestions for change.

CHAPTER FIVE
Summary, Conclusions, and Recommendations

Summary
The study was a historical look at one high school, KentMeridian, in the Kent School District for a period of thirteen years,
from 1979 to 1992. The high school is of the largest size
classification in the state of Washington. The focus of the study was
the school's evolvement into a building based, participatory style of
management from one of autocratic control. The administrative styles
of the four principals at Kent-Meridian during this time frame were
analyzed and compared. The impact each principal had on the staff
caused a progressively greater emphasis on establishing a participatory
management administration.
The first principal had an autocratic style of management where
he problem solved using information available at the time of the
decision. The second and third principals had some autocratic
characteristics but basically administered using a consultive style.
Staff ideas and opinions were solicited but the leader, at times being
influenced by the advice of those consulted and sometimes not, made
the decision. The fourth principal was a group leader who lead the
staff toward consensus decisions. This administrative style was called
Empowerment and was built around a committee format. The Kent
School District gave financial support to Kent-Meridian by naming it a
pilot school to look at participatory management. The District's
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stipulation was that a Site-Council made up of principals, teachers,
students, parents, and community business leaders be established to
govern the building based model.

Conclusions
1. The impact each of the principals had on the staff of KentMeridian caused a progressively greater insistence by the staff
that a participatory management be established.
2. The initial autocratic style of the first principal gave in to a
cry for equity between departments and individuals.
3. The rigidly established equity of the second principal gave
way to a request for a more open and compassionate leader
who listened to staff suggestions.
4. The third principal was unable to gain the faculty's trust in
general and was perceived as unapproachable by many of the
staff. She was given a central administrative position to
appease a troubled staff.
5. The criteria and process developed to hire the fourth
principal was largely influenced by the Kent-Meridian staff.
Agreement on the selection of the new principal was
contingent on a projected management style based on
collaborative decision making.
6. Each administrative style observed laid a path for acceptance
of the following style which finally culminated in the
empowerment model.
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7. The traditional chain of command will encumber the
development of participatory management with just one
uncommitted link.
8. If the financial based group, who represent the community
are committed to the success of this project, the chances for
successful implementation are greatly enhanced.
9. Site Councils are not necessary to the success of site-based
management.
10. Although staffs want input on program and financial decision,
they desire the building administrators to handle the day to
day management decisions.

Recommendations
1. The central administration of a school district, and the school
board in particular, need to be involved from the start in the
development of a building based style of management if it is
to be successful.
2. Because financial considerations are so paramount in the
development of site-based management, the individuals who
control the money should be involved and committed from
the beginning.
3. Buildings must be free to establish policy for the building and
to distribute the money as it sees fit.
4. In districts with several schools, each school should be
allowed to address its own needs apart from the needs of the
other schools in the district.
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5. Site-Councils should be recommending bodies and not
controlling bodies.
6. The empowerment model, using committees that have
administrators as contributing members, is an efficient and
effective format for site-based management.

EXHIBITS
Empowerment Criteria
For Kent-Meridian High School
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Rational
for
Empowerment
(Collaboratiue Decision Making)

1.

2.

3.

Better Decisions

Effectiue Implementation

Positiue School Climate
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Belief Statements
1.

Instruction (teaching and
learning) is our highest
priority.

2.

3.

RII students can learn.

RII teachers can be high
performers.
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Strategic Planning
1.

Identify

Who are we?

2.

Mission

Why are we here?

3.

Goals

Where are we going?

4.

Empowerment Model

How are we going to get there?

5.

Eualuation Process

How do we know if we haue arriued?

.

•·
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School Success Characteristics
1. Shared Uision
Mission Goals

2.

Staff Empowerment

Participatory Decision Making
We, not I - You

3.

School I mprouement Process

Standing Committees

4.
5.
6.

Special Task Forces

Energy Focused
Firm Ground Rules
Effectiue Leadership

Colloborotiue Style

7.

Consensus Builder

Esprit De Corps

A feeling that we ore different
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Problem Soluing Committees
(Cross-departmental miH of people)

1.

Department Heads

Curriculum and Instruction

2.

Climate

Building Atmosphere

3.

Staff Deuelopment
Professional Growth

4.

Recognition/Public Relations
Celebration and Promotion Of EHcellence
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Mission Statement
To help students grow
academically, socially,
emotionally, and
physically so that
they may become
responsible,
productiue,
confident citizens.

32
ARfICLE XII - SCHOOL-CENTERED DECISION-MAKING

We are committed to developing opportunities for school-centered
decision-making as a process in which community, staff and building
administration share in the development of organizational strategies
and policies that will create a sound educational environment.
Fundamental to this process is the belief that broad educational goals
can best be implemented by the individual schools assessing their
unique needs and resources. An important function of the District and
the Association is to support the school-centered decision-making
model.

A school which wishes to explore school-centered decision-making
may apply to the District and the Association for support. Support may
include opportunities which will enable them to function in a schoolcentered decision-making model. To further this commitment, a joint
committee will be formed to engage in dialogue concerning the
ramifications of school-centered decision-making.

A school which has developed a plan which conflicts with this
Agreement can ask for a waiver. Such a request will be granted by the
parties, provided it is mutually agreed that the waiver will create a
sound educational environment and will not jeopardize either party's
interests. Waivers approved will be granted for up to one (1) year.
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